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As recognized by the Examiner in the Final Office Action and the Examiner's Answer, 
Gaudino fails to specifically teach that the phase of a beat generated by the RF signals applied 
to the first optical filter is different than a phase of a beat generated by the RF signals applied to 
the second optical filter. Therefore, the Examiner combines Gaudino with Thompson to reject 
the claimed invention. 

The Applicants would like to re-emphasis that, as indicated in the Appeal Brief, Gaudino 
relates to AOTFs cascaded together in a node architecture for adding/dropping wavelengths of a 
wavelength division multiplexed (WDM) light. By contrast, Thompson relates to the use of 
acoustooptic devices in a laser or other optical resonator to produce wavelength-dependent 
deflection. A node for adding/dropping wavelengths of a WDM light is a substantially different 
device than an optical resonator. Therefore, for the reasons discussed in the Appeal Brief, it is 
respectfully submitted that Gaudino and Thompson are non-analogous art. 

To further emphasis that Gaudino and Thompson are non-analogous art, and to 
supplement arguments in the Appeal Brief indicating that there is no suggestion in either 
Gaudino or Thompson to combine the references in the manner described by the Examiner, 
please also note that the light processed by the AOTFs in Gaudino is WDM light. By contrast, 
the light in Thompson is resonating light inside a laser cavity. This resonating light in Thompson 
is not WDM light. Accordingly, the underlying nature and objects of the inventions of Gaudino 
and Thompson are substantially different. 

In view of the above, it is respectfully submitted that the arguments in the Appeal Brief 
are sufficient for rebutting the comments of the Examiner in the Examiner's Answer. 
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